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REMARKS 

Claims 1-24 are currently pending in the present application. Claims 1 and 24 
are independent claims. Claims 1 and 24 stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 7,275,155 to Aull (“Aull”) in view of 
U.S. Patent Publication 2004/0078334 to Malcolm et al. (“Malcolm”). Claims 2-23 
stand finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Aull in view 
of Malcolm in further view of U.S. Patent 6,980,658 to Rezeiiifar et al. (“Rezaiifar”). 

Appellants seek the panel’s review of the rejection of the claims due to legal and 
factual deficiencies in the outstanding Office Action. 

Legal/ Factual Deficiencies; 

A prima facie case of obviousness has not been established with respect to any 
of claims 1-24. 

Claims 1 and 24 

Claim 1 recites “deriving, at a network element, a vedue of a first cryptosjmc for 
the communication session based on a value of a second cryptosync, the first 
cryptosync having a life limited to the communication session, the communication 
session being defined as a period of time a channel for communication exists between 
the two communication devices, the second cryptosync having a life extending over 
multiple communication sessions”. Accordingly, the limitations of claim 1 require a 
first cryptosync having a life limited to a communications session and a second 
cryptosync having life extending over multiple communications sessions. Applicants 
respectfully submit, the Examiner has not identified how the recited first and second 
cryptosyncs are taught or rendered obvious by any of the cited art, as is required to 
establish a primafacie case of obviousness. 

With respect to the first and second cryptosyncs recited in claim 1, the 
Examiner initially references first and second digital certificates discussed in column 
2, lines 63-67 of Aull. In the aforementioned passage, Aull teaches replacing a first, 
expiring, certificate with a second certificate. Applicants note, on pages 2 and 3 of the 
final Office Action, the Examiner asserts Aull teaches the second digital certificate 
replacing an “expiring but NOT expired” first digital certificate. Accordingly, Applicants 
assume the Examiner is interpreting the first digital certificate as corresponding to the 
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recited second cryptosync having a life extending over multiple communications 
sessions. However, the Examiner does not identify what in AuU he considers to be the 
life of a communications session. Further, if the first digital certificate of AuU is 
considered as having a life extending over multiple communications session, the 
Examiner has not identified in Aull, or any other reference, any element corresponding 
to the recited first cryptos)mc which has a life limited to the commimication session 
as the limitations of claim 1 require. For at least this reason. Applicants respectfuUy 
submit the Examiner has not identified how each of the limitations of claim 1 are 
taught or rendered obvious by the cited art as is required to support a primafacie case 
of obviousness. 

Further, the Examiner admits AuU faUs to teach “deriving, at a network 
element, a value of a first cr 3 q>tosync for the communication session based on a value 
of a second ciyptosync, the first cryptosync” as claim 1 recites. With respect to this 
limitation, the Examiner references Malcolm. With respect to the first and second 
cryptosyncs recited in claim 1 , the Examiner references a digital certificate and a root 
certificate, from which the digital certificate may be derived, discussed in paragraph 
[0145] of Medcolm. Accordingly, Applicants assume the Examiner considers the digital 
certificate and root certificate of Malcolm as corresponding to the recited first and 
second cryptos 5 mc, respectively. However, AppUcants respectfuUy submit the first and 
second cryptos)mcs recited in claim 1 cannot be read upon the digital certificate and 
root certificate of Malcolm at least because nothing in Malcolm teaches limiting the 
derived digital certificate to a communication session while using a root certificate for 
multiple communications sessions as the limitations of claim 1 require of the recited 
first and second cryptos)nics, respectively. For at least this additional reason. 
Applicants respectfuUy submit the Examiner has not identified how each of the 
limitations of claim 1 are taught or rendered obvious by the cited art as is required to 
support a primafacie case of obviousness. Claim 24 includes Umitations simUar to 
those discussed above v^th respect to claim 1. Accordingly, for at least the reasons 
discussed above, AppUcants respectfuUy submit a prtrrui facie case of obviousness has 
not been established with respect to either of claims 1 and 24, as is required to 
support a rejection under §103. 

For at least these reasons AppUcants request reconsideration of the rejection of 
claims 1 and 24 under 35 U.S.C. §103. 
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Claims 6, 7, and 8 

Claims 6, 7 and 8 each depend from claim 1 and, together, further define the 
process by which the first ciyptos 5 mc is derived from the second cryptos)mc as 
including the concatenation of bits of the second cryptosync with a fixed bit sequence. 
Applicants respectfully submit the Examiner does not identify how this feature is 
taught or rendered obvious in any of the cited art alone or in combiantion. 

Specifically, with respect to these claims, the Examiner references column 4, 
lines 42-62 of Rezaiifar which discuss a process of forming a crypto-sync using the 
four least significant bits of a sequence value. However the Examiner identifies 
nothing in Rezaiifar corresponding to the second cryptosync from which the first 
cryptos)rnc is derived as the hmltations of claims and 6-8 require. Consequently, the 
Examiner has not explained how the second cryptosync recited in claims 6-8 is taught 
by any of the cited art. For at least this reason. Applicants respectfully submit a prima 
facie case of obviousness has not been established for ciny of claims 6-8. 

Further, in particular, claim 8 recites “wherein the deriving step derives most 
significant bits of the first cr 3 q)tosync as the portion of the second cryptosync and 
derives least significant bits of the first ciyptosync as the fixed bit sequence”. 
Accordingly, claim 8 requires the recited first ciyptosync to comprise bits of the 
second ciyptosync as most significant bits of the first ciyptosync in addition to a 
fixed bit sequence as the least significant bits of the first ciyptosync. Applicants 
respectfully submit Rezaiifar does not teach this and the Examiner provides no 
argument for why these limitations would be obvious. Applicants note Rezaiifar 
teaches forming a ciypto-sync based on four bits of a sequence number, and assume 
the Examiner is interpreting the ciypto-sync and sequence number of Rezaiifar as 
corresponding to the first cryptos)nic and fixed bit sequence recited in claim 8, 
respectively. However, the Examiner identifies nothing in Rezalffar corresponding the 
second cryptos)mc recited in claim 8. 

Further, the Examiner does not explain how the crypto-sync and fixed bit 
sequence of Rezaiifar could be combined with the teachings of Aull and Malcolm to 
teach an element, corresponding to the recited second ciyptosync, having bits that are 
used in combination with bits of the sequence value of Rezaiifar to create the crypto- 
s)oic of Rezeiiifar, nor does the Examiner explain why such a combination would be 
obvious. Accordingly, The Examiner has not explained how Rezalfaar, or any of the 
other cited art, alone or in combination, teach or otherwise render obvious a first 
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crypto-sync formed based on both bits of a second cryptosync and bits of a fixed bit 
sequence, let alone a first ciyptosync specifically having most significant bits based on 
a second cryptos}Tic and least significant bits based on a fixed bit sequence as the 
limitations of claim 8 require. For at least this reason Applicants respectfully submit 
the Examiner has not provided a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to claim 
8 as is required to support a rejection under §103. 

Therefore, Applicants request reconsideration of the rejection of claims 6-8 
under 35 U.S.C. §103. 



CONCLUSION 

Appellants respectfully requests that the Panel reconsider and withdraw of all 
the rejections of record, and allow the pending claims. 

Should there be any outstanding matters that need to be resolved in the 
present application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Gary D. Yacura, 
Reg. No. 35,416, at the telephone number of the undersigned below. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and 
future replies, to charge payment or credit any overpa 3 mient to Deposit Account No. 
08-0750 for any additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 
1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 

Respectfully submitted, 

HARNESS, DICKEY, & PIERCE. P.L.C. 




P.O. Box 8910 
Reston, Virginia 20195 
(703) 668-8000 



GDY/JHA:eaf 
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